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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 .1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been 
withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on June 30, 2008 
has been entered. 

Claims 1-7, 9-15, 17-29 are pending. 

Claim Interpretation 

As noted in MPEP § 21 1 1 .04, "language that suggests or makes optional but 
does not require steps to be performed or does not limit a claim to a particular structure 
does not limit the scope of a claim or claim limitation". 

As per claim 1 , with respect to the limitation "A CLI tag in which all CLI tag 
attributes are omitted is a pure aggregation tag (PAT) in which subordinate CLI tags 
included in the PAT are capable of being materialized more than once", the phrase 
"capable of being materialized more than once", as best understood, suggests or makes 
optional the step of materializing [the subordinate CLI tags] more than once. Thus 
consistent with MPEP § 21 1 1 .04, the phrase "capable of being materialized more than 
once" has not been given patentable weight. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-6, 9-14, and 17-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Courtney (US 7065562) in view of Harvey et al. (US 7054924), 
hereafter referred to as Harvey. 

As per claim 1 , Courtney teaches a network management system comprising: an 
extensible markup language (XML) template in which the form of a command line 
interface (CLI) command supported by a network device is expressed in XML (see col. 
2, lines 45-56 and col. 6, lines 19-29); and a network management interface which 
converts the XML template into a tree-shaped internal data structure (see "configuration 
schema comprising a command hierarchy", col. 2, lines 45-56 and col. 6, lines 19-29), 
and by providing a predetermined argument to the converted XML template, converts 
the XML template into a set of CLI commands that are to be transmitted to the network 
device (Fig. 6, ref. 120) ("pushed out to the router", see col. 2, lines 45-56 and col. 6, 
lines 19-29). 
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Courtney does not expressly teach, wherein the XML template includes, for each 
CLI command, a first tag which is to indicate that a CLI tag appears in the XML 
document and the CLI tag includes subordinate CLI tags or character string data, a 
second tag which is to specify attributes of the CLI tag, and 

A CLI tag in which all CLI tag attributes are omitted is a pure aggregation tag 
(PAT) in which subordinate CLI tags included in the PAT are capable of being 
materialized more than once. 

However, in the same art of network device configuring Harvey, teaches a 
system for automatically configuring a network device according to a set of CLI 
commands ("containing one or more CLI commands" see col. 8, lines 30-47), which are 
represented in a XML template document ("Document Type Definition" or DTD, see col. 
8, lines 30-47 and also Tables 1-12, col. 16-col.20). 

Furthermore, Harvey teaches, wherein the XML template includes, for each CLI 
command, a first tag ("XML tags", see Table 14, col. 22) which is to include the 
possibility that a CLI tag appears in the XML document (see col. 8, lines 38-47) and the 
CLI tag includes subordinate CLI tags or character string data (see "CLI strings" col. 20, 
lines 40-44) a second tag ("XML tags", see Table 14, col. 22) which is to specify the 
attributes of the CLI tag (Harvey, see col. 8, lines 38-47 and "parameters", col. col. 20, 
lines 40-44). 

Also Harvey teaches, a CLI tag in which all CLI tag attributes are omitted is a 
pure aggregation tag (PAT) (see col. 20, lines 57-60, which disclose a template having 
zero parameters, read as a pure aggregation tag) in which subordinate CLI tags 
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included in the PAT are capable of being materialized more than once (see col. 20, lines 
57-60, and col. 20, lines 40-45, wherein each template has one or more CLI strings, 
read as subordinate CLI tags, furthermore, see col. 15, lines 28-30, wherein the 
template is meant for more than one device, read as being capable of being 
materialized more than once). 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
teachings of Courtney and Harvey. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
implement a configuration template for certain network devices directly, and without the 
use of parameters or attributes (see Harvey, col. 20, lines 57-60). 

As per claim 2 Courtney further teaches wherein the network management 
interface comprises: an XML parser (see Converter, Fig. 6, ref. 245) which converts the 
XML template into the tree-shaped internal data structure (see col. 2, lines 45-56 and 
col. 6, lines 18-28); a materializer (see Converter, Fig. 6, ref. 245, wherein the converter 
is read as having both a parser element for parsing the XML commands and a 
materializer for then generating the corresponding CLI commands) which provides a 
predetermined argument to the converted XML template and converts the XML template 
into the set of CLI commands (see col. 2, lines 45-56 and col. 6, lines 18-28); a 
connection manager which transmits the converted CLI commands to the network 
device (Fig. 6, ref. 120) (see col. 2, lines 45-56); 
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However, Courtney does not expressly teach a result processor, which 
determines whether the transmitted CLI commands are successfully executed and 
collects additional information. 

However, in the same art of network device configuring Harvey, teaches a 
system for automatically configuring and transmitting configuration commands to a 
network device using device-specific XML configuration templates, which may comprise 
a set of one or more CLI commands (see abstract, col. 2, lines 66-col. 3,lines 20, and 
col. 6, lines 21-32). Furthermore, Harvey teaches in response to transmitting the 
configuration commands to the network device the network device may then generate 
one or more events upon a successful configuration which is monitored by a network 
management workstation (see col. 5, lines 20-35 and col. 7, lines 58-65). 

One of skill in the art would have been motivated to modify the teachings of 
Courtney with the teachings of Harvey, for including a result processor, in order to 
provide a network administrator with feedback as to the status of configuration 
commands at the network device. 

As per claim 3, Courtney further teaches wherein the network management 
interface is an X-CLI interface (see "XML-CLI configuration interface", col. 5, lines 53- 
57). 

As per claim 4, Courtney further teach wherein the network management 
interface and the network device are connected through a protocol which provides a 
virtual terminal function to the network device (see Fig. 8, col. 5, lines 47-65, wherein the 



Application/Control Number: 10/612,847 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2153 

administrator is able to remotely access and send commands to the network device, 
router 120, read as a "virtual terminal function"). 

As per claim 5, Courtney does not expressly teach wherein the XML template is 
described by using document type declaration (DTD), which is used to show the list of 
tags forming an XML document and to list the attributes of respective tags. 
However, in the same art as noted above, Harvey teaches a system for configuring a 
remote network device using a XML template conforming to an Extensible Markup 
Language Document Type Definition (XML DTD), comprising one or more XML tags 
that delimit the configuration information (see col. 2, lines 60-65). 
One of skill in the art would have been motivated to modify the teachings of Courtney 
with the teachings of Harvey, for including a XML DTD file, in order to define the 
grammar with which the XML configuration information must conform (see Harvey, col. 
8, lines 51-53). 

As per claim 6, Courtney in view of Harvey further teaches wherein the XML 
template (see Courtney, "XML configuration command schema", col. 2, lines 33-55 and 
Harvey, "XML template", col. 8, lines 30-47), comprises: a third tag (Harvey, "XML tags", 
see Table 14) which indicates that the attributes specified by the second tag have 
character string data (Harvey, see col. 8, lines 38-47 and "attribute name", col. 20, lines 
40-44); and a fourth tag (Harvey, "XML tags", see Table 14) which indicates the 
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possibility that the attributes specified by the second tag are omitted (Harvey, see Table 
14, col. 22). 

Claims 9, 11, 12, and 29 are rejected under the same rationale as claims 1 , 3, 
and 4 since they recite substantially identical subject matter. Any differences between 
the claims do not result in patentably distinct claims and all of the limitations are taught 
by the above cited art. 

Claims 10, 13, and 14 are rejected under the same rationale as claims 2, 5, and 
6 since they recite substantially identical subject matter. Any differences between the 
claims do not result in patentably distinct claims and all of the limitations are taught by 
the above cited art. 

As per claim 17, Courtney in view of Harvey further teaches setting a variable 
value indicating a failure of the execution of the CLI command to false (Harvey, "if 
successful (i.e. value indicating a failure is false), the device applies a incremental 
configuration col. 10, lines 46-54) and setting variable i to the address value of a first 
materialized CLI command (i.e a incremental configuration instruction), while the 
variable I indicates an effective command (Harvey, "if successful", see col. 10, lines 46- 
54), waiting till a predetermined prompt character string which is specified as a third 
attribute value is transmitted from the network device (Harvey, "generate an event on 
success of the configuration", see col. 10, lines 46-54); if the prompt character string is 



Application/Control Number: 10/612,847 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2153 

transmitted (Harvey, after the initial configuration step, see col. 10, lines 46-54), 
transmitting the CLI command to the network device (Harvey, see "push mode", col. 10, 
lines 27-35); and if the network device requires an additional input, transmitting a 
predetermined character string (Courtney in view of Harvey, does not indicate that the 
network device requires any additional input thus a predetermined character string is 
not sent). 

As per claim 18, Courtney in view of Harvey further teaches when an error 
occurs as the result of the execution of the CLI command, setting the variable value 
indicating a failure of the execution of the CLI command to 'true' (see Harvey, col. 7, 
lines 58-col. 8, line 5) and by considering the state of variable value indicating a failure 
of the execution of the CLI command and the branch location for a failure of the 
execution of the CLI command, storing in the variable I the next address value of a CLI 
command to be executed (see "resolution of the program either manually or 
programmatically", see col. 7, lines 58-col. 8, line 5) 

Claims 19-28 are rejected under the same rationale as claims 17 and 18 since 
they recite substantially identical subject matter. Any differences between the claims do 
not result in patentably distinct claims and all of the limitations are taught by the above 
cited art. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 7 and 15 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

As a clarification, the examiner indicated in the previous office action that claims 8 and 
16, which were dependent from claims 7 and 15, respectively, would be allowable if 
rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claims and any 
intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brendan Y. Higa whose telephone number is (571)272- 
5823. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenton Burgess can be reached on (571)272-3949. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

BYH 



/Ario Etienne/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2157 



